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Abstract 

 

This study attempted to examine curriculum implementation using an actor-oriented 

perspective (Penuel et al., 2014). This study involved case study of a top-performing school 

focused on the role of teachers and processes carried out by teachers during curriculum 

implementation. Data was gathered using focus-group discussion of teachers and document 

analysis of sample lesson plans. Findings indicate that teachers remain to be central actors 

during curriculum implementation. Lesson planning serves as the overt process undertaken by 

teachers. Covertly, teachers make contextual decisions in lesson planning based on students’ 

levels, needs, and interests. It was also found that school administrators still exert strong 

influence especially in choosing the lesson plan formats. Findings of this study shed light into 

the importance of teachers in curriculum implementation. More so, the processes described in 

this case study may provide insights for practitioners regarding overt and covert procedures to 

be carried out in implementing a given curriculum. 
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Looking at curriculum implementation from an actor-oriented lens: The case of a 

Filipino K-12 school 

 

1. Introduction 

Curriculum implementation refers to how the written curriculum is presented to students; how teaching, 

learning, and assessment actually happen (UNESCO IBE, 2013). Curriculum implementation regards what is 

‘actually enacted’ and the underlying influences (Century & Cassata, 2016). Several studies reveal a critical gap 

between the intended and implemented curriculum (van den Akker, 1988; Spillane, 1999; Songer, Lee, & Kam, 

2002). Inevitably, there is gap between how curriculum designers intend the curriculum to be carried out and 

what teachers “actually do” in the classroom. As such, there is a need to examine curriculum implementation 

using the lens of the classroom instruction in order to provide insights regarding processes of implementing the 

intended curricula (Sarason, 1990; Ng, 2017; 2018). 

1.1 Teachers as key actors in curriculum implementation 

Teachers are identified as key actors in curriculum implementation ((Rogan & Aldous, 2005; Kimpston & 

Rogers, 1986). Teacher’s knowledge, skills and motivation (Gross et al., 1971 as cited in Synder et al., 1992) as 

well as commitment to teaching (Fraser-Thomas & Beaudoin, 2002; O’Donnell, 2008) were found to be 

important factors affecting curriculum implementation. Valuable decisions are made by teachers (Turner et al., 

2009) based on students’ characteristics, school, community, and classroom contexts (Kimspton & Rogers, 1986; 

Beauchamp, 1981; Dunkin & Biddle, 1974). Teachers need to clearly understand the goals of the curriculum 

(Synder et al., 1992) for it to be successfully implemented. However, a study by Tom (1973) reveal that teachers 

view curriculum implementation based on pragmatic realms of period-per-period and day-to-day classroom 

instruction. Such that teachers serve as key actors in curriculum implementation, there is a need to examine the 

dynamics of decision-making undertaken by the teachers and the processes carried out during curriculum 

implementation. Teachers as key actors in actual curriculum implementation are emphasized in the actor-oriented 

perspective proposed by Penuel et al. (2014). This perspective considers how teachers carry out decisions 

involving curricular purposes and structures with consideration of their prior experience and local [school] 

contexts.  

1.2 School leaders and curriculum implementation 

School leaders also assume a critical role in actual curriculum implementation because of command 

responsibility (Virgilio & Virgilio, 1984). School leaders play the dual roles during actual curriculum 

implementation; that of a school administrator and an instructional leader. School leaders (as administrators) plan 

for the different implementation stages which include a) change process, b) communication, c) staff development 

and training, and d) instructional planning. School leaders also assume the role of an instructional leader who 

provides assistance to teachers during actual curriculum implementation. In addition, school leaders affect actual 

curriculum implementation in terms of the school’s general ecology and management (Hord & Hall, 1987; 

Roehrig et al., 2007). 

1.3 Other Key Actors in Curriculum Implementation 

Aside from teachers and school administrators, parents are identified by literature to be important actors in 

actual curriculum implementation (Kimpston & Rogers, 1986; Sturges, 1976). Parents assume some degree of 

decision-making during actual curriculum implementation given their extent of influence to their children (the 

students).  Other actors involved in actual curriculum implementation are school board members, national 

department of education, professional organizations, accrediting agencies (both national and international 
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accrediting agencies), textbook publishers, and community members (Sturges, 1976). These actors are opposing 

and have direct or indirect influence on actual curriculum implementation. School board members and the 

national department of education are involved in policymaking related to actual curriculum implementation. 

Evaluation standards set by professional organizations and accrediting agencies exert some degree influence in 

both school administrators and teachers in terms of actual curriculum implementation practices. Textbook 

publishers also affect actual curriculum implementation through the production of learning materials such as 

textbooks. Community members, on the other hand, indirectly affect actual curriculum implementation.  

1.4 Purpose of the Study 

In as much as robust literature identifies several key actors involved in actual curriculum implementation, 

description of the roles of these actors and their extent of influence to curriculum implementation in the class 

remain to be underexplored. Since teachers are the frontrunners of implementing the curriculum, this study poses 

relevance by examining the nature of curriculum implementation using an actor-oriented perspective, with 

teachers in mind. The central focus of the study was to examine the nature of curriculum implementation using 

an actor-oriented perspective using a case study of a top-performing school. This study focused on finding out 

the a) role of teachers in curriculum implementation and b) overt and covert processes carried out by teachers in 

implementing the curriculum. 

2. Methodology 

2.1 Research Design 

This study made use of a descriptive research design. More specifically, a case study design (Yin, 2018) was 

utilized to examine how curriculum implementation occurs (Penuel et al., 2014; Fraser-Thomas & Beaudoin, 

2002; Shaw, 1978; Carless, 1998; Hamilton & Middleton, 2002) in the participating schools involved in this 

study. Case study arrives at an in-depth understanding of curriculum implementation of the two cases. This is 

consistent with studies in education that prefer case studies such that they capture a “human face” (Shaw, 1978) 

that fits the aim of this study to provide understanding of the nature of curriculum implementation from the 

teachers’ view. A top-performing high school was selected based on the mean performance scores in the 2014 

National Achievement Test (NAT) administered by the Department of Education in the Philippines. The time for 

investigation spanned a total of 8 weeks. Albeit not lengthy and extended, the time remains to be appropriately 

sufficient given the main purpose of the research as well as possible contingencies that arose from the conduct of 

this study.  

2.2 Data Gathering Procedure 

Data were gathered using focus group discussion and document analysis cognizant to the methods of 

collection of data inherent to case study research (Yin, 2018; Gerring, 2017; Stake, 1995) and studies on 

curriculum implementation (Fullan & Pomfret, 1977). Focus group discussion was conducted with 6 teachers. 

An actor-oriented framework (Penuel et al., 2014) was used to develop the questions about the key actors 

involved and their roles in curriculum implementation and the processes undertaken by teachers in implementing 

the curriculum. Document analysis was also performed using sample lesson plans obtained from the participating 

school. 

2.3 Data Analysis 

Triangulation is used as a validation strategy especially for qualitative studies such as case study (Gerring, 

2017; Yin, 2018). Data triangulation (Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 2007) was observed following data gathering 

techniques such as focus group discussion and document analysis. Thematic analysis (Heese-Biber, 2017; 

Fraser-Thomas & Beaudoin, 2002) to analyze FGD transcripts.  Documents analysis was carried using content 
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analysis (Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 2005). 

2.4 Research Locale and Participants 

The research locale (School A) is private sectarian educational institution owned and operated by a religious 

congregation that offers comprehensive basic education (kindergarten, grade school, and high school). It has 

approximately 4,000 students, 200 teachers, 60 support staff, and 50 administrators. The school enjoys a Level 

III re-accreditation for both its grade school and high school departments, the highest accreditation for basic 

education granted by the Philippine Accrediting Association of Schools, Colleges, and Universities (PAASCU). 

The study involved only the high school department. Table 1 presents the profile of the 6 teacher-participants. 

Table 1 

Demographic profile (n=6) 

Age % 

21-25 years old 1 16.67 

26-30 years old 3 50 

31-35 years old 1 16.67 

36-40 years old 1 16.67 

Sex 

Male 3 50 

Female 3 50 

Status 

Single 3 50 

Married 3 50 

Years of Teaching 

0-5 years 2 33.33 

5-10 years 2 33.33 

11-15 years 2 33.33 

Years of Teaching in Present School 

0-5 years 4 66.67 

5-10 years 2 33.33 

Educational Qualification 

Bachelor's Degree 2 33.33 

Master's Degree (on-going) 4 66.67 
 

3. Results 

3.1 Focus group discussion of teachers 

Teacher’s role in curriculum implementation. Analysis of the FGD with identify several key actors in 

curriculum implementation which include teachers, school administrators, students, parents, and support 

personnel. Teachers’ roles in curriculum implementation include a) planning role, b) executing role, c) 

decision-making role, and d) subsidiary role. Teachers assume a planning role by designing lesson plans and 

brainstorming with colleagues. Teachers play an executing role in curriculum implementation implement the 

curriculum in the classroom. Having direct contact with students, teachers carry out decision-making roles in 

curriculum implementation as they continuously decide on what is appropriate. Teachers make decisions about 

content and approach to teacher and determine if strategies used in the lesson plan are appropriate for the grade 

level. Teachers pinpoint a subsidiary role that teachers play in curriculum implementation. Teachers are said to 

strictly follow the curriculum guide as well as directives from school administrators. However, FGD with 

teachers identify the absence of a written school policy on curriculum implementation. Teachers expressed the 

need to evolve a written school policy such that translation is not only discussed during faculty meetings and 

taken up incidentally during professional development seminars. 
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School administrator’s role in curriculum implementation. School administrators also serve as actors in 

curriculum implementation. Teachers point out that the qualities of school administrators affect the manner 

curriculum is implemented. School administrators must be seen as “able” and committed to resolve conflicts 

during implementation. Analysis of the FGD reveal several roles that administrators assume in curriculum 

implementation namely: a) monitoring, b) leadership, and c) mentoring. School administrators assume a 

monitoring role during actual curriculum implementation by conducting periodic classroom observations and 

checking lesson plans and assessments. School administrators also monitor the content being taught and 

activities being carried out in the classroom. Aside from monitoring, school administrators assume a leadership 

role by overseeing how curriculum implementation is properly carried out. School administrators also lead by 

providing directives and policies related to curriculum implementation. Lastly, school administrators assume 

mentoring roles in curriculum implementation. School administrators mentor teachers, especially the new ones, 

and provide suggestions about content and activities. 

Other stakeholders involved in curriculum implementation. Teachers also identify other stakeholders 

involved in curriculum which includes students and support service personnel. Students provide input during 

actual curriculum implementation, and they greatly influence the manner of implementation with varying skills 

levels. On the other hand, support service personnel prepare the needed materials and provide assistance needed 

during actual curriculum implementation.  

Processes carried out by teachers during curriculum implementation. Lesson planning serves as the 

preliminary process of curriculum implementation as lesson plans provide a guide for organizing the classroom. 

Teachers make use of the 5Es approach in designing learning processes in the lesson plans. Evidently, school 

administrators have a personal hand in deciding the learning paradigm to be used in their respective lesson plans. 

The teachers identified different sub-processes carried out by teachers in as far as lesson planning as the 

curriculum implementation process is concerned. 

 Formulate of learning targets based on learning competencies. Teachers formulate learning objectives 

based on the learning competencies. Learning targets are instructional objectives that specify what a 

learner must attain at the end of one lesson.  

 Incorporate the learning competencies in the lesson plan. Teachers include the learning competency 

together with the LC code from the Department of Education (DepEd) curriculum guide (written 

curriculum). 

 Specify learning objectives based on the DepEd learning competency. Teachers carry out lesson 

planning by using the DepEd curriculum guide such that learning objectives and activities must be 

aligned with the curriculum guide. In the case of broad learning competencies and learning activities, 

teachers extend the objectives but make sure that they are still aligned with the curriculum guide. This 

is also checked the school administrators (subject area coordinators and academic coordinator).  

 Provide opportunities for learners to engage in reflection if learning targets are met. During lesson 

planning, teachers see to it that the lesson plan contains ample opportunities are given to ascertain if 

learning targets have been met. Various strategies are employed such as student journals, raising of 

hands, rating sheets, and short quizzes. Using these strategies, teachers formulate interventions based 

on perceived student difficulties. 

Teachers make contextual decision during curriculum implementation. Additional topics are incorporated by 

teachers which may not be included in the written curriculum. Based on the interviews, students’ interests and 

aptitudes are considered during the instructional process. This means that teachers do adjustments in the lesson 

plans to cater to students’ interests and aptitudes. For example, more advanced topics are covered for some 

classes while more drills and exercises are provided to another. Teachers plan their lessons based on the needs of 
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the students and design learning activities that are well-suited to the kind of learners. 

Several teachers’ concerns about lesson planning as a process for curriculum implementation were identified. 

The lengthy format is seen as time consuming and sometimes confusing because of too many components. 

Taking a lot of work on the part of the teacher, lesson planning is seen as a burden and a taxing job for teachers. 

In addition, school administrators having too many expectations makes teachers deviate from the lesson plan 

especially when not observed by administrators or supervisors. Some teachers feel that their lesson plans are not 

effective and applicable for all their classes. 

3.2 Document analysis of sample lesson plans 

Sample lesson plans were obtained from the participating school. The selection of the sample lesson plans 

was determined by the school administrator (Science Area Coordinator). Content analysis was used to perform 

document analysis of the sample lesson plans in terms of the lesson plan components such as objectives, content, 

procedures, and assessment.  

Understanding by Design (UbD) unit plan as lesson format. Evidently, the lesson plan template followed 

by School A did not subscribe to DO42 s2016 and instead made use of the Understanding by Design (Wiggins & 

McTighe, 2005) or UbD Unit Plan template as the lesson plate template. In the case of School A, a unit plan 

covers one whole unit which includes several topics and subtopics. The sample unit plan obtained focused on 

“Life Energy and Processes”. This included the topics photosynthesis and cellular respiration. The unit plan 

includes several Learning Plans that serve the purpose of a daily lesson plan. In the sample unit plan for School 

A, 1 unit plan was fit for 1 grading quarter covering several weeks of lessons. 

Lesson plan components 

Objectives. Standards are derived from the DepEd curriculum guide. UbD unit plan parts such as enduring 

understandings and essential questions are included. Aside from these, School A’s lesson plan includes a Transfer 

Goal that the long-term accomplishment that students should be able to do on their own using the knowledge and 

skill acquired (Wiggins & McTighe, 2005).  

The sample lesson plan was for Grade 8 Science, but the LC code is specified in the Grade 9 curriculum 

guide of DepEd. School A did not follow the spiral progression of Science curriculum as described by DepEd 

and choose to retain the “disciplinal” approach to teaching Science. Grade 7 takes Integrated Science and Earth 

Science, Biology for Grade 8, Chemistry for Grade 9, and Physics for Grade 10. Because of this, the learning 

competencies were drawn from all grade levels (7, 8, 9, 10). In the unit plan, the learning competency is 

followed by a set of Skills (stated as performance objectives) developed in the lesson formulated following the 

cognitive domain (Bloom, 1956). No affective nor psychomotor performance objectives are evident in the 

sample unit plan (lesson plan) of School A.  

Teachers also formulate learning targets based on the learning competencies which will be covered for the 

day’s lesson. These are stipulated in every Learning Plan found in Stage 3 of the unit plan. These learning targets 

result from the “unpacking” or dissecting of learning competencies and skills (performance objectives) 

enumerated in Stage 1 (Desired Results).  

Content. The sample lesson plans place Content and specific lesson topics after Objectives. It can be noted 

that enrichment topics are included in the lesson plan which are not stipulated in the DepEd curriculum guide. 

These topics are also found in the enhanced written curriculum being followed.  

Procedure. Analysis of the sample lesson plan reveals that the school follows a distinct lesson plan that 

follows the 5Es instructional cycle. Each part of the 5Es instructional cycle includes bulleted descriptions of 

lesson procedure as well a guide questions to be used by the teacher. Specific time allotments for each part of the 

5Es instructional cycle are also specified. After the 5Es instructional cycle, a portion for Synthesis is provided. 
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Additionally, the last part of the procedure incorporates Reflection Logs which engages students into reflection 

questions related to their understanding of the lesson discussed. Specific time allocations for each part of the 

lesson procedure are also indicated.  

Assessment. The UbD template, places the section on Assessment (Stage 2: Evidence) before lesson 

procedure, faithful to the principle of “backward design”. School A describes the Transfer Task (also called 

Performance Task) using GRASPS (Goal, Role, Audience, Situation, Product/Performance. Standards for 

Success). It also includes the rubric to be used in grading the performance task. Additionally, the lesson plans 

include Other Evidence or other assessment tasks such as formative assessments, long quizzes, laboratory 

activities, and virtual laboratory activities. These are further described in the lesson procedure (Stage 3: Learning 

Plans) section.  

Other lesson plan components. There are several lesson plan components evident in the sample lesson plan 

obtained which include Remarks, Integration, and Values. The sample lesson plans included remarks and 

comments by the teacher such as “student enjoyed this activity”, “due to lack of time, the teacher helped the 

students monitor the presence or absence of bubbles by taking a video of their set up”. Based on the sample 

lesson plan, comments from the administrator (subject area coordinator) are reflected in the Remarks/Comments 

section. School A also provides a section for multiple integration points in the lesson plan. The lesson plans have 

a unique feature of identifying points of integration in terms of 21st century skills, 7Cs, Philippine Catholic 

School Standards (PCSS), school’s spirituality, distinct core values of school, and multiple intelligences. Also, 

the plans analyzed have values integration in the lesson procedure, specifying which part of the procedure will 

values be integrated. The values integrated are inspired by the school’s mission-vision, descriptive markings, and 

spirituality.  

4. Discussion 

Teachers assume the role of main planners and implementers of the lesson plan. However, results indicate 

the absence of written school policies that describe the teacher’s role in curriculum implementation. Although 

DO42 s2016 was issued by DepEd to serve as Policy Guidelines on Daily Lesson Preparation, findings indicate 

that there is no written local school policy that makes explicit the teachers' roles and critical decisions to be made 

by teachers during curriculum translation. In this regard, teachers’ experience in the classroom serves as primary 

basis for curriculum implementation. Thus, there is a need to evolve written school policies on curriculum 

translation and not solely discussed incidentally during faculty meetings and seminars. This provides new insight 

into the importance of school policies in decision-making during curriculum implementation (Edgerton et al., 

2017). 

There lies a problem brought about by unclear benchmark considered by teachers in decision-making 

regarding content and approach during curriculum implementation. Teachers consider learners’ levels and needs 

as a benchmark for deciding about content and approach in curriculum. This finding agrees with the literature 

explaining how teacher decision-making during curriculum translation being influenced by students’ profile 

including age, gender, social class as well as students’ characteristics namely abilities, knowledge, attitudes 

(Turner et al., 2009; Kimpston & Rogers, 1986; Beauchamp, 1981; Dunkin & Biddle, 1974). 

The results also indicate that teachers carry out decisions related to curriculum implementation (particularly 

adjusting content and approach) based on their own beliefs and goals. In this light, teacher characteristics and 

orientations having direct influence on curriculum implementation (Synder et al., 1992; Dunkin & Biddle, 1974). 

Teachers carry out decisions based on institutional expectations and constraints. This accentuates at the 

importance of school contexts in teachers’ decisions during curriculum implementation (Kimpston & Rogers, 

1986; Beauchamp, 1981). 

From the case studied, there is an unclear benchmark to ascertain the degree of fidelity of teachers with 

respect to the written curriculum since decisions regarding content and approach during curriculum translation. 
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As such, there is a need to emerge a taxonomy of ‘critical teaching decisions’ carried out by teachers (Shavelson 

& Stern, 1981). The lesson plan format or template aids the process of curriculum implementation, as revealed by 

the results of this study. However, the different lesson plan components are not well-grounded on fundamental or 

emerging instructional theories and are just mere offshoots of seminars or conferences attended by school 

administrators. It can be said that the findings suggest curriculum implementation lost in the quest for finding the 

most ideal lesson plan process and format. However, literature point out how a multitude of lesson plan forms or 

templates that do not embody the essence of the underlying theories thereby ‘watering-down’ instructional 

design models (Zazkis et al., 2009). Further, literature suggests how experienced teachers plan for instruction 

different from those advocated by educational psychologists and theorists (Griffey & Housner, 1991). 

In this light, merely considering the lesson plan format or template makes teachers receive “empty shells 

that stand in the place of grounded theories of teaching practice” (Zazkis et al., 2009, p. 40). More so, school 

administrators’ over-focus on strictly following lesson plan templates is a sheer representation of curriculum 

implementation. It oversimplifies what it means to translate the written curriculum and provides a problematic 

proxy to a dynamic process that should be taking place during curriculum translation, as supported by literature 

criticizing lesson plan templates (John, 2006). After all, lesson planning places teachers in a crucial position of 

exploring opportunities to match content with the set standards and the unique contexts of the classroom (Shen et 

al, 2007). 

Results obtained from this study reveal that school administrators directly influence the process of 

curriculum implementation. School administrators set high expectations that teachers need to faithfully follow the 

written curriculum during the curriculum implementation process, particularly lesson planning. School 

administrators expect teachers to carry out lesson planning in a manner that does not dilute the written curriculum. 

Setting high expectations must be realistic and doable (Bartell, 1989). However, congested curriculum along with 

lack of materials and resources and low student motivation pose challenge in meeting these expectations. This 

makes teachers constantly faced with contextual decisions arising from students’ needs and adversities in the 

classroom. Consistent with literature findings, high and often-implicit expectations of school administrators cause 

teacher anxiety and burnout (Torres, 2016).  

The results of the present study reveal how teachers feel pressured over rigorous instructional planning. The 

pressure comes from rigorous instructional planning that does not show relevance to teachers and their actual 

practice in the classroom. A lesson plan resulting from rigorous instructional planning does not serve its entire 

purpose as teachers divert from their plans because they know students better and they decide on what they can 

do better based on their experiences in the classroom. This finding is consistent with literature describing how 

teachers feel rigorous lesson planning expectations take too much of teachers’ time which they could spend 

productively on other teaching-related activities (Shen, et al., 2007). “To a certain extent, this rigidity constrains 

teachers’ creativity in designing lesson plans” (p. 251). Further, extensive, and rigorous lesson planning tends to 

discount learning issues naturally sprouting during lesson delivery in the classroom (Zazkis et al., 2009). Lee and 

Takahashi (2011) describe how “lesson plans prescribe particular interactional trajectories, but actual teaching 

may lead to different directions or induce an unexpected turn of events” (p. 210). 

This study also points out the seeming problem in variation of contextual decision-making processes carried 

out by teachers during curriculum implementation. These decisions focus on addressing students’ levels and 

needs and variety of strategies that sustain students’ interests. The findings of this study report difference in the 

curriculum implementation-related (lesson planning) decisions carried out by experienced and inexperienced 

teachers. This is consistent with literature (Housner & Griffey, 1985) reporting how experienced teachers focus 

more on student performance since they possess knowledge structures involving strategies for managing students 

and facilitating learning that cater to students’ individual needs. On the other hand, inexperienced teachers have 

fewer knowledge structures and years of experience; heavily focus on strategies that sustain the student interest 

ensuring that students display happiness, task productivity, and remain well-behaved.  
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As revealed in the lesson plans, teachers religiously provide documentation of these curriculum 

implementation decisions. Literature points out the importance of documenting these contextual decisions 

carried out by teachers during lesson planning, especially to compare practices of experienced and less 

experienced teachers. Documenting teachers’ contextual decisions during curriculum translation can serve the 

purpose of teacher professional development and an important process for planning for future lessons (Wang & 

Paine, 2003). 

5. Conclusions and Recommendations 

This study attempted to examine the nature of curriculum implementation using actor-oriented perspective. 

The case study involved teachers of a top-performing school. The study sought to describe the role of teachers in 

curriculum as well as the overt and overt processes carried out by teachers. Teachers are central actors to 

curriculum implementation. Teachers assume a planning, executing, decision-making, and subsidiary role in 

curriculum implementation. To a great extent, school administrators also serve as critical actors to curriculum 

implementation such that they assume monitoring, leadership, and mentoring roles. Lesson planning serves as 

the central process carried out by teachers during curriculum implementation. Teachers make contextual 

decisions in planning based on students’ levels, needs, and interests. However, lesson plan formats and templates 

are still highly determined by school administrators. Consequently, this results to teacher-anxiety towards lesson 

planning as a core process during curriculum implementation. Considering the limitations inherent to this study, 

the researcher recommends comparing various cases of schools, including low-performing schools, and 

including classroom observations to gather more data on teachers’ practices. 
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